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REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheetif necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of al least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is bsing filsd,
is siluated at: {(describe propenrty by address and Assessor's Parcel Numbetr)

ROR (avmbyilon Dr. Cotmphedl CANSoe
APN Y A2 -R7- oo 7

and Is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which 1 own in the property described in the statement above is a:
m Fee Interest (ownership)
[] Leasehold interest which expires on

[7] other: (expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

‘Zaning Protest pmES/Application Rev. 5/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such Interest being not merely an easement. Alenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemad an *owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a lagal entilly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assoclation.

RINT NAM _ DAYTIME (A© &
PRINTRAME L‘/ﬁo&o\ \/ Te= Ok-léc TELEPHONE # ‘3‘737 1&851
AD HESS ZIPCODE

SIGNATUHE(Noterzed)“ﬂZ N D@ 2T 20

PRINTNAME ', 3 Ao Toao Ko "?QEEEHPT{EONE# g 7> (LR

ADDRESS STAT ZIP CODE
o CLQUW\L:Y),M D CLMDJOQ_Q_Q -RAR
SiGNA‘%{Notarized) %ﬁfj : DATE
Yeaydon 1 a/Ho 9&7&%@

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cny STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Piotestpm65iAppacation Rav. 6/2{2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.

COUNTY OF JM;L'A Clonet |

On ?/ 27 / 2o/l o before me, /M AL 1o HMM Notary Public, personally appeared
bigloe \fddehor & tfouTon, TsSoatep , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to Bedthe person(s) whose name(s) /is(/are subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that He/sl{e/they executed the same in Ws/hgt/their authorized capacity(ies), and

that by hyé/hefftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct, gt be

_ MARIA PEPPER
8 Ehr .__‘_j'-_
FTNESS myb?:jfj £

COMM, #18132856 =z
Notary Public - California g
Santa Ciara County =

{Seal)
Notary public ¢
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose. '

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambyrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivecal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s etter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6}.

3 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Envirormental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's aitempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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REASON OF PROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separale sheetifnecessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
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and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which 1 own in the property described in the statement above is a;
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I:] Leasehold interest which expires on
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF .Sc\nim L,Q Qr o~ § >

O& q“g H-10 fore me, L P)af» i lf/ , Notary Public, personally appeared
STxy € D Vo, tocy AT eVay  who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be tﬂe person(s) WJIOSG name(s) im’alfe subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/ske/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by histher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true‘and correct,

P 7 Commission # 1862599
WITNESS my hand and official seal. % 122 ”°‘§;‘,’,,§"§,’}:;§:J‘,I?;“"

-

QZ @ C\A«iﬁ (Seal)
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFCRNIA )
} oss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Notary Public, personally appeared

,» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. '

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

: (Seal)
Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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REASONOFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning because _S¢¢ Aftachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 519, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Q70 StoneNy s UJ@q
C%.nl&?é’”; CA’ Q5D@'ié
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and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
@ FeeIntersst {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

|:| Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zonlng Protest pm83/Application Rev.5/2/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 519 in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest patition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s} of such legal entity. When such legal enlily is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 1% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME G
q V~1

/Vlcr WTe le s

DAYTIME

teLepHonEz Y0¥ 9T 3-12F5 L

ADDRESS CITY, STATE Z!P CODE
OB Sopehvess Corm ol | LA Gsde
SIGNATURE (Notarized DATE ¢~
( )ﬁ’%/’/bm/ﬂﬂf“ S =~2’2_—fo

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS city STATE 2IPCODE
SIGNATLURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE 2IPCODBE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS city STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {(408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning ProtestpmeS/AppEeation Rev, 672/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF K?A’(f(il CLAA )

-

58S,

On qf/L?/( (o before me, H -6« w&{ﬁ , Notary Public, personally appeared
- (‘/W MMJ {kpg. — , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s}i&fare subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me thatligfshe/they executed the same ipdis/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and

that bydtisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregomg
paragraph is trze and correct. = Aot

I M S LUCIO

A\ Commisslon # 1796411 &
-} Nolary Public - Californla
Santa Claro Counly

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss
COUNTY OF )
On hefore me, _ Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “utban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Qwners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented fo the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criterja set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Viglated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF SAN JOSE
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Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

COUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING

GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILENUMBER

PROTESTED

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBENG /) 0 &), " (-4 /1R 0 ¢ & DE

_ AS%?ESOH'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

— ()~ 06 S

REASONOF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because

See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe praperty by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Gyl ~0) ~ 068

1024 Shamyock Dr

and is now zoned R1-8

District. (in Santa Clara County)

//IZI Fee Interest (ownership)

E] Other: {explain)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

[[] teasehold interest which expires on

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmES/AppEcation Rav, 6/272008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site Is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such fegal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME - - ) " DAYTIME
S EOLR e QAT A TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ey . _ L ong CiTY _____ STATE ~ ZIPCODE
(034 §HARROCK AL 7 Canpsea " CA " 9Scay
SIGNATURE {Notatized) DA
PRINT NAME ‘ ) DAYTIME
TELEPHONE # :
ADDRESS _ cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME PAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) : DATE
Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlng Protest.pmB5/Applisation Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF‘.QL%(;Q@\ Q/Qﬂb(&_‘a ; h

On 3@@} Qg IDIO  before me, }\-D(Af’f/uw7 %7/(/@ Notary Public, personally appeared

‘g 2%, L7 g W §5 i d s f?ﬁ V4 ﬁ ,{/ , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be'the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE
Commission # 17333876 %
\ Notary Public - Callfernio g
santa Clara County
¥ My Comm. Expiees Apr 20,2011 E

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

A,Q[/f’//«@%()] Q” ML (Seal) *

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity{jes), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s}), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

201194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which js commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my propetty.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN JOSE GITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY | Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 85113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FLENUMBER COUNGIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED [0S6 Momwd Y pit Cm\’ll’f%(,(; CA G008
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 11462 0Ly 3

REASONOFPROTEST
j protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet If necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is sluated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

(05, Normarey DR, CamPscd, Ch HP<
LHY O0R064 3

and is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above isa:
IZi Feelnterest (ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

] other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning Pintest pmE5iApplication Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

}
COUNTY OF _C%é%{hal/ (Q)é?%&-z ; -

On gﬁﬁ)[r&'): 22U/ (D _before me, Notary Public, personally appeared

U IIJ/ (AL L LN , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the persogl)(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

I\QCZ;/HL% %ﬂﬂlbp{?’/ {Seal)

Notary Public

e DIANE M. JAMES ;
4 2\ Commission # 1733376 £
H Nolaty Public - California g

F/ Santa Clara County

=" My Comm, Explras Apr20,2011 §

STATE OF CALIEORNIA

)
COUNTY o&x\f@ &M/J )
/7 / Z 7 / 20 | © pefore me, /l/z LaZhttiant Wtary Public, personally appeared
A

On
BuntorSToteph Fola , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person{g} whose name(g) isfapé subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/s}xé/ﬂ;xéy executed the same in his/l;érftpéir authorized capacity(ie€), and
that by hisﬂ}di"/thg{r signature(g§ on the instrument the person(g], or the entity upon behalf of which the
person}s‘) acted, executed the instrument,

R
0
kg

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

aragraph is true and correct. o ot
e : MARIA PEPPER }
COMM. #1813285 =z
3 Notary Public - Catifornia 3
Santa Clara Com}l

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are cutrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Wabsite: www.san[oseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED /1) /) (30 11} & MEMKOZ A MW T Soeelhyra
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) /,{- / 2 [ 1’ {

{160
REASON OF PROTEST

i protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The properly in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number}

MARROTIH & . MENIOIA gk HIT H[ 00)
THO SWEELEIAL DR
CAMAAELL oA T 00%

and Is now zoned RI1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above Is a:
lzl FeeInterest {ownership)
I:I Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmBS/AppHcation Rev. 61272008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least $1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest Is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy olher than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.
PRINT NAME, - DAYTIME Va - 2
A LSO & /V/[/é/ﬁ() TecepoNE# 10 5 5 £ § -0 0073
ADDRESS 4 g T CITY.. : STATE ., ZIPCODE
0 SWEETBRINEG. bF ~“CAMPLELL ™" 9500 %
SIGNATURE(NotarIzed) DATE - /.
/{KJMMM )@l Mﬂé{f%‘iﬂf 9/91/20¢0
PRINTNAME DAYTIME ! ‘
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE Z2IPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) : DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ooy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protestpm&5/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counTy oF _9BNT CUNW )
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On ’l (Im/{ (3 before me, M"é u»/é@ , Notary Public, personally appeared
MW@E’@ EOMEE M1 , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s)dsfai@eubscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that he/ghefthey executed the same in hisfliggitheir authorized capacity(ies), and

that by his/hefftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

T certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct, M. S, LUCIO E
Z
%

2 commission # 1796411

75T} Notary Public - California

’ sania Clara Counly
- 012

B NNAL &

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

_, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

2019437G.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Reguests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we cutrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotild become legal non-conforming,. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

ED
FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

[ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 87 9 SWErTERIR DR, CAmPEECC D500
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 27

240 -030 - 09
REASONOFPROTEST

 protest the proposed rezoning because Sec Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (cdlescribe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Numbor)

ZNE st TRE R, D, O fBEre. cn 9500
G122 -0 — 035/~ 00

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the properly deseribed in the statement above is a:

[ﬁ Feelntorest {ownership)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlag Protest pmBs/Application Rev. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protestis filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legat entily Is a homeowner's assoclation, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 61% of the
members of the association.
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[T)QEIPT—IEONE# Yo - 37 8300
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2 ey "R 9807
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PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ABDDRESS CiTY STATE 2IPCCDE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIrY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

2anlng Piotest pmE5/Applieation Rev, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF -\_S?&,,L'Q{_ % o ; 55,

On / S, Jr before me, / ﬂ‘”lﬁ@b/ OZ"JMK/,»NotarY Public, personally appeared

ey ol e ceed. L() /sz_f e /'  ,who proved to me on the basis of
satlsfactory evidenceto bre otd person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commission @ 1733376

WITNESS my hand and official seal, . Notary Public - Califoria
_ 8ania Clara County
_ My Comm. Bies 120,201 §
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City

of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcelsin
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonty known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose. '

2. Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 ~ an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-anitexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Ietter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum {o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Mumicipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILE NUMBER

"ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED KA | e P B2 AN R WE
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
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REASONOF PROTEST

| profest the proposed rezoning hecause See Attachment A

Use separate shest if necessary

The property in which F own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filad,
is situated at: (describe propeHy by atldress and Assessot's Parcel Number)

BAS oD e T @O0 \v@_
@p L\\q_ L ene

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement above is a:
EQ FeelInterast (ownership)
[ ] Leasehold interest which expires on

EI Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

2oning Piotasipm65/AppEcation Rav. 6/2/2008




Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for -
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an sasement. Atenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of fen years or longer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legat entitiy olher than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly autharized officer{s} of such legal entity. When such legal enfily is a homeowner's association, the protest
patition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by §1% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
resvs O NBesscee @ TELEPHONE# 4D - A ~7 ot
ADDRESS , . . CITY STATE ZIPCODE
KRG Venssa Do e Ofe B8y v SO 250 0%
SIGNATURE (Notarized) e DATE
ol e O NG s (LT S /’L’L {\ )
PRINT NA@ N DAYTIME
> TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIty STATE ZiPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cirY STATE ZiIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notartzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separaie shestifnacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Prolest. pm&5/AppEcation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss

cOUNTY OF __ G- (LK )

4
On 4! /m/{ (o before me, H% UM{E , Notary Public, personally appeared
il kkiMNf‘i A, DGECE - , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s}igfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshifthey executed the same in hisflieBthelr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfhier/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. v Y

W WA W W AW W WA Wi

T, M. 5. LUCIO
LA Commisslon # 1796411
Notary Public - Callfornia

WITNESS my hand and official seal. santa Cicrd County

G LYNN e,

W ] A (Seal)
ﬁ;)tary Pubhc
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

26194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property,

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required fo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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200 East Santa Clara Street
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tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER l COUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL

PLAN

DATE

BY.

REZONINGFILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF PHOF‘ERTY BE?NG
PROTESTED  J0(0 & Loee\\yetar

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

HIA -~ 003

REASONOFPROTEST
See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

106 Sedllran. Lo, H2-H-CO

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:

[E/Fee Interest (ownership)

|:| Leasshold interest which expires on

I:[ Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zonlng Protest pmes/Appication Rev, 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shali be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
pstition shalt be signed by the duly authorized officer(s} of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME ! DAYTIME
Ao Dee (D e e TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS. ) ﬂ o STATE ZIPCODE
o S coeelbhrias Do, ( }%N@fﬁiﬁ. (et YT el
SIGNATU Notarized) %4? DA?
Kanilie I s 9[22/ /0
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zoning ProtestpmesiApptcation Rev, 672/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF AIPM’& Clddy )

On Q{tﬁ/ww before me, M ;@ ,LUU;@ ~ ___ Notary Public, personally appeared

b
J%LMW , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s)dsfare-subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefgligfthey executed the same in higfligzitheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisAi€stheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

M. 5. LUCIO g

2 Commission # 1796411

] Notary Public - California S
Santa Clara County P

Comm

official seal.

WITNESS my hang

ddrd (Seal) Lt
;6 Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss.
COUNTY QF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the insirument the person(s), or the entity upon behalif of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my propetty to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Qwmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

COUNCIL

DISTRICT

QUAD #

ZONING

GENERAL
PLAN

DATE

REZONING FllLENUMBER

BY.

PROTESTED

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

1025 Sparnrocke, D, (amEsti 49008

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

LY -\ =004

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because _S€€ Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The praperty in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filad,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

LOAS Sy ot . e .

Carnyiotd )

CA_ A00%

Do T Y - ot - ooy

and is now zoned R1-8

Disirct. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

& Feeinterast {ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

I:I Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protestem65/AppEcation Rav, 672/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

members of the association.

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at feast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Alenant under alease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an aligible protest site Is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the prolest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the

pRINTNAMEg]\“é_,M»—W\ @‘3‘(‘) l‘Q\/’

DAYTIME

teLerHONE # HOX T3 (- X200

ADDRESS City

1029 . Sroenvrede, De, (i

CA qadiiy

SiGNATURE(Notarlzed)/{/m/y/t{ M{)‘

i TS QA

DAYTIME — ?/6;2(2 //C)

TELEPHONE# YO 120 ©HOO

ADDRESS

025 Sterprtoe cmpm& CR__aBfey

SIGNATUREM, D.
SNATUBE B 950
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlag Protest.pmes/Applcation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

cOuNTY Or_GWB (LM )

S’

55,

On 6/ %W/ / 3 ___ beoreme, M g‘ U@’b , Notary Public, personally appeared

B FEs A~ who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory ev1dence—t0 be the person(s) whose name(s) is/am# subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/ghgpexecuted the same in his/her/thgipauthorized capacity(ies), and

that by his/herffhiei? signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

M s LUCIO i
Commission # 1796411 &
Notary Pubiic - Californla
Santa Clara County

B NNAT dndiuin

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature{s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personés} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning ig Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION
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l COUNCIL
DISTRICT
DATE

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING .
C 3 Z ‘.

PROTESTED [¢ & 7  Sthnmp ock 1y C ap glFett
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) /
YY) $6)s0 ¢

REASON OF PROTEST
See Aftachment A

{ protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if nacessary

The properly in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited,
is siluated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

(o 5 7 ij@M +7 o & A
He) troj oo &

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
Fes Inierest {ownearship)
|:| Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other:(explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlag Protest pm&5/Application Rev, 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the profest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME DAYTIME . .
WaT & Ow THFE Y TELEPHONE# 5 77°6 12
ADDRESS ary STATE _ ZIPCODE
10857 SHAApeck Ae, Lynglell <y, P50
SIGNATURE (Notarized)  __ ! DAT%, s
s ey - 257~/
PRINT NAME 4 DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cayY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cimyY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheetifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pm&5/Applicstion Rov. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF %G»NQ( QQCM,&/ ; >

QQPFJ @3’ 2 0 before me, hQﬂiémﬂLM , Notary Public, personally appeared
%ﬁﬁ@ﬂi&&%(%: who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare’subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity({ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph js true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 8 e DIANE M. JAMES
Commission # 1733375

Notary Public - Callfornia §
(/ff?(/e/ W QZ/?’I/W . Santa Clara County £

Comm, 20,2011
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. Assuch, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




_ SAN OSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL éﬁ.SILiCIéIN VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

DISTRICT

DATE

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL
‘ PLAN BY

REZONINGFILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING /- IS
PROTESTED /182 M )

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

WY-0l-1LCJO

REASONOFPROTEST

i protest the proposed rezoning because

See Aftachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

is situaied at: {describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

/0% L fong b Sy,
Yry~ol-xet

/ The property in which | own an undivided interest of at leas! 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being fited,

~and is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the properly described in the statement aboveisa:

L_"/J/Fee Interest {ownership)

[:I Leasehold interest which expires on

[:l Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoring Prolast pmeb/Application Rav. 6272008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease whichhas a
remaining tarm of ten years or fonger shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner.of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest pelition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclation, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe agsociation.
PRINT NAME ~ BAYTIME
Yo 5 A T S TH TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS . _CITY Z STATE ZIPCODE
JO0FY SHAMRO IS o Lhmpbet 8. 950 0F
SIGNAT%EENotarizeZ) Y ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CIty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarizod) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CIrY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protestpm&5/Appication Rev.6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

) ss.
COUNTY OF_Saita Claws )
, ) GeA
on_4-.273 49 before me, Micelle Aw‘%"“’éwu , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of

Tobha T, Sendhe
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(g} whose name(g) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/hex/thair authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/herftheir signaturefs).on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.
ETRCRINE N NE N 0 Y- N NP
MICHELLE ANTONOWICZ
Commmission # 1851839
Notary Public - California
Santa Glara Counly

¥y Gornm. Expires Jun 1, 201%5

T afg?“"v/‘)*}*’%u“'&‘*?»%ﬂw%

}

LY N NBRESR,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Muehelie

e N M A | et

(Seal
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

__, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signatuire(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enlity upon behalf of which the

person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be patt of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staffhas not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wouild become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEOA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nuil and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

"FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING : .-
PROTESTED /P48  Noypialea Y D)/ La W7/7£€// C / ?5’ x4 Z
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S) Ny YD 20 é ﬂ .

REASON OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet i necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behaif of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (descrlbe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

1064 Normagrnady Cy Mﬁée// CA 9008
Josessovs Prrcel Kol YIYyp2062

and is now zoned R1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undividad interest which | own In the property described in the statement above s a:

[z/ Feeinterest (ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

1 other:(explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protest pmES/Application Rov, 612/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 61% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME - DAYTIME i
W llard T Kord TeLepHones Y0837/ 6256
ADDRESS ,, ' p cITY STATE Z|P CODE
/068 Morwoandy Dy Campbe/ A P500g
SIGNATURE (Notarized) /. / . i’ DATE
%/ Lo 9/22//2
PRINTNAME . ’ DAYTIVE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) : DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning ProtestpmB5/Application Rav., 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF f)m CLP@A }

5S.

S

On ﬁ{ {’W! 10 before me, M ‘61 wab , Niotary Public, personally appeared

il WEEEM{? Jo R8T — » who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s)i§fare subscribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that igfshe/they executed the same inghis/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

6 A feayy Commisslon # 1796411
WITNESS my hand and official seal (57 Notary Public - Callfornla

Sania Clara Counly

ary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) oss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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CITY OF SAN JOSE

Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
. DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER

. [ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING

PROTESTED 104} Normendy Deve CWmbeth

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Wloepos

REASONOFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

051 NOYWMHAV))mwﬂ
Cim Dbt (] (A_as5)oy
H14Y-0Z2-006

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

g Fee Interest {ownership)

D Leasshold Interest which expires on

D Other: {explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest.pmB5/Appication Rev, 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years of longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legat entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

T _Ky Grant e erione# 409~ Y3 9-41 97
06 Normundy Dr__(Dinphe 1| T 4555
SIGNATURE (Notarize) %/ i / 1 DATE@} /(Q - /)0
PRINTNAVE Kr SHM)'{/CW” i f— '?SIYEPMH%NE#L’(M/'“qu’q” 9

R0y Normandy Dave T Qampbclt TTA _956D%

SIGNATURE (Notarized) //? /{ MW/ \[ﬁ/{ Wn - DAE / 25 / 2010

PRINT NAME J DAYTIME ' [
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CcIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use saparate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest pmES/Application Rev. /22008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA | }
) -,Qf( C.QO _ ) ss
COUNTY OF =0t O\ A )

\ Wlia. 2]0ey / , who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory ev:d‘&ce—to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

&On (}Q{) 25, { 200 before me, A-Q (ﬁ%é)} m py ) , Notary Public, personally appeared

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal. '; .:-A‘% Commission # 1733376
= ,3: Notaiy Pubfic - Californla E
, , Q ANy Santa Clara COUMV =
>§ Gl (Sea)  Ypppmpotomnin. XIS Ap( 20,2011 §
Notary Public ;/ |
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Y _ )} ss
COUNTY OF QSW : @/Q&/EC“W )

On %ﬁiﬂ;{r 25, 290 before me ;\Q (& }{ﬁ?ﬂ/}@é”)( Wl Notary Public, personally appeared

Lo *%uﬁf}i f}rf"ml.j’l' , who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1s/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

KQ@&“’?L({’ 7)) (\ s, (Seal)

Notary Public

T TV
?9 Commission # 1733376 |
§ ket &r] Notary public - Califotnia H
'\ ; / Santa Clara County &
o . CoRIN, Exphes Ay 20,2011

30194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambzian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, jt is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN oy
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED 1144 &ﬂnwmfhﬁ&\}; P,

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

WiY ~02 —pp
HE'ASON OF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Lo Vo mandey
HIY-0) -060

and is now zoned R1-8 bistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:
m Feeinlerest {[ownership)
[] Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other:(expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT BPESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Prolest pmB5MApElication Rav, 6272008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an aligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal entity. When such legatl entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
rvr i Son Penn Hab n TELEPHONE#(‘;‘ @2)3?}“{?5?2..
ADDRESS Cl STATE ZIp COD§
oo Normandy Din.  camypbell Ca, 9500
SIGNATURE (Notarized ¢ ! e DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS crry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoning Protest. pm&5/Applcation Rev, §/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
) ss
COUNTY OFJJ&?Q@L (MM @ )
On / 2 i DL before me, 0’/ 74 7t ANctary Public, personally appeared

/N AINLY D ﬁ Sz, "Q! a tat/_“_ who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commission # 1733376
J Notary Public - Callfornia i
oy fanta Clara County

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

ﬂ(j L/Maé%ﬁ Q%Jﬁ%——' (Seal)

Notary Public (f/

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowtedged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal}

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts Cify of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYB

PROTESTED ) / [, WDN’I/I/WL@ Pa_

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER (S)

“H40 209

REASONOFPROTEST "' '~
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 519%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
Is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

1(}/1/&”‘/}1%«,&/0// Ceoflely Lo g 828
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and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above s a:
m/ FesInterest {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires an

D Othaer: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zenlng Protest.pmB5/AppEcation Rav, 8272008




Pago2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest s fited, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposss of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal enlity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoctation, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,

PRINTNAME Mare | 29—]{)7%9[() TeLEPHONER U ) S 9 7 3“[‘?% A
ADDRES ] STATE ZIPC
1165 Vormandy g flels ca 7%
— DA
SIGNATURE (Notari e/?,d)&/__m_ﬂ__, & —21 (o

:z;;ésggﬁ Q. WM "{?EAI\_(P-EHPT-I%NE#A _ —
C TAT z
T (s WW vafd P M (/S( 6‘;@@
DA —_—
= Z.g /o

PRINﬁU N DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCOPE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate shest if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Protest pma5/Applcation Rav, 8/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

8S.
COUNTY OF W C(/M)ﬂ }

o

On Oi{/z/’]/{ (* before me, M’6< WW’ , Notary Public, personally appeared
hMé{ fed JMME  oTONQS , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/di@ subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/titepexecuted the same in his/hey/fheid authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/theiPsignature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing&‘
paragraph is true and correct. . e e g Bretlna eyt |

M. 5. LUCIO
f\ Commission # 1796411

2a437) Notary Public - Californta

’ santa Clara Counly

D LYNN TR

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(les), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal}

Notary Public

261943701
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City-of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented fo the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Drezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

1 profest the praoposed rezoning because
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The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is sitluated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
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~ and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which ] own in the properly described in the statement above s a:
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D Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zonlng Piotest pm65/Application Rav. 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
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PRINTNAME DAYTIME
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Use separate sheetif necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT,

Zonlng Protest pmES/Appieation Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF @M CW }

On cl {1’1{‘5 before me, ﬁ’é) U/&& , Notary Public, personally appeared
— W ([f (kMG W% , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

NN A N A N G N N !

M. 8. LUCIO

"N Comission # 1796411
I Notary Public - California

" santa Clara County

22,2012 [

E

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

G S a (Seal)
INGtary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does nof meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my propetrty’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




